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DETAILED ACTION 

1. This communication is in response to Application No. 09/916,543 filed 07/27/01, claims 1-124 
have been examined. 

2. Acknowledgment is made to IDS field 08/03 and 02/04, which have been considered, and 
corresponding PTO-1449 initialed accordingly hereby attached. 

Claim Rejection under 35 U.S.C. 102 

3. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the basis 
for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in a patent granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United 
States before the invention thereof by the applicant for patent, or on an international application by another who 
has fulfilled the requirements of paragraphs (1), (2), and (4) of section 371(c) of this title before the invention 
thereof by the applicant for patent. 

The changes made to 35 U.S.C. 102(e) by the American Inventors Protection Act of 1999 (AIPA) 
and the Intellectual Property and High Technology Technical Amendments Act of 2002 do not apply 
when the reference is a U.S. patent resulting directly or indirectly from an international application filed 
before November 29, 2000. Therefore, the prior art date of the reference is determined under 35 U.S.C. 
102(e) prior to the amendment by the AIPA (pre-AIPA 35 U.S.C. 102(e)). 

4. Claims 1, 16, 29, 75, 107 and 108 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by 
U.S. 6,125,385 Wies et. al. (Wies hereafter). 

Regarding claim 1, Wies teaches substantially features of the invention, including a system/method 
of adding interactive functionality to a web-page (Wies: col 24/lines 25-62, col 2/lines 6-27, 56- 
65), further including a system shown on Fig. 16 comprising: 

receiving at proxy server (400) a request (408) for a web page at on server (406) from a first 
user of computer (404); retrieving (410) by proxy server said requested web-page (412) on said 
server (Wies: col 27/lines 37-46); 
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adding code by the proxy server to said requested web page to add said interactive 
functionality to the web-page (Wies: col 12/lines 12-14, 23-41); and 

transmitting the requested web page (414) having the embedded script code to said first user 
(Wies: col 27/lines 37-46, col 1 1/lines 32-41). 

Regarding claim 16, Wies teaches in addition to the features of claim 1, 

the "first" user has a "computing" device (14) connectable to the Internet (12) (Wies: col 
5/lines 60-col 6/line 13) using an "Internet" browser (200) stored on the first user's computing 
device (Wies: col 9/lines 43-58, col 14/lines 54-55, col 1/lines 39-col 2/line 5), 

the Internet browser enabling the first user to cause the computing device to establish a 
connection to the Internet via predetermined transmission protocol and to request and receive 
web-pages (Wies: col 1/lines 39-col 2/line 5), said system comprising: 

the first user computing device being connectable to a server using the Internet browser (Wies: 
col 1/lines 39-65, proxy server col 4/lines 12-14, col 12/lines 12-14, 23-41 and col 27/lines 24-56), 

said proxy server being operable in connection with software loaded on the server for 
receiving a request from the first user for the web-page (Wies: col 1/lines 35-58), said server 
configurable for performing the retrieving and adding "embedding" and transmitting functions 
discussed on claim 1 . 

Regarding claim 29, this is the computer readable medium comprising computer code for 
instructing one or more processors to perform the functions of claim 1, same rationale of rejection 
is applicable. 

Regarding claim 75, this claim comprises limitation substantially the same as claim 1, same 
rationale of rejection is applicable, however in the claim inserting, adding or embedding of code is 
performed by inserting, adding or embedding a "reference" to the code, this functionality is taught 
by Wies (col 27/lines 25-50, reference to code to add functionalities see col 25/lines 24-38). 

Regarding claim 107, this claim is substantially the same as combined limitations of claims 16 and 
75, same rationale of rejection is applicable. 
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Regarding claim 108, this claim comprises the computer readable medium comprising computer 
code for instructing one or more processors to perform the functions of claim 75, same rationale of 
rejection is applicable. 

Claim Rejection under 35 U.S.C. 103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness 
rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such 
that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having 
ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be denied by the manner in 
which the invention was made 

6. Claims 2-6, 9-13, 17-19, 22-26, 30-74, 76-82, 85-106, 109-124 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) as being unpatentable over WIES in view of U.S. 5,996,003 NAMIKATA et. al. (Namikata 
hereafter). 

Regarding claim 2, receiving a request for a web-page from a "second" user of a "second" 
computer (Wies: col 1 1/lines 45-52); and 

transmitting a requested web-page and having "embedded script" code to the second user 
(Wies: col 1 1/lines 56-58); 

the script code enabling the first user and the second user to interact with each other while 
viewing the requested web page (Wies: col 6/lines 47-60, col 12/lines 3-21); although Wies teaches 
where the first and the second user/computer can request/receive web pages having "embedded 
script" code, it does not teach where said user request the page. 

Namikata teaches a system/method wherein a second user is configured to select any one of 
the pages selected by a first user (col 5/lines 26-35), thereby, providing through a network (20) the 
web page to each of the first and second user (col 5/lines 4-25, col 4/lines 58-60, for displaying the 
page by all users, col 5/lines 39-45, 60-63). 

It would have been obvious to one ordinary skilled in the art at the time the invention was 
made given the suggestions of Namikata with respect to the method for implementing document 
selection, distribution and its format. One ordinary skilled in the art would be motivated to 
combine the teachings of Namikata and Wies for including a web page as defined by Wies, having 
embedded script code according to the various method of embedding therein taught by Wies, to 
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add interactive functionalities to the web page accessed by a plurality of users, by inserting Java or 
ActiveX code in web pages or by reference therein, either added by a server, proxy server, upon 
authoring of the web page or at the client, as taught by Wies, enabling clients and servers to 
interact with one another. 

Regarding claims 3-4, parsing the web page to determine an appropriate location to embed the 
script code, wherein the location is in the "header" top or beginning included in the web page 
(Wies: col 17/lines 10-20, col 34/lines 9-35). 

Regarding claims 5-6, wherein said embedding step comprises parsing the web page to determine 
an appropriate location (Wies: col 12/lines 41-53) including the location of added "add embed the 
script" code (Wies: col 17/lines 17-20); the web-page includes a top or beginning portion or 
location "header", wherein the appropriate location is in the header (Wies: col 17/lines 10-20 and 
col 34/lines 9-35). 

6. Claims 7-8, 20-21 and 83-84 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
WIES in view of Namikata in further view of U.S. 5,708,780 LEVERGOOD et. al. (Levergood 
hereafter). 

Regarding claims 7-8, neither Wies nor Namikata teach any user authentication methodology. 

Levergood teaches receiving user account data from a user and determining based on the user 
account data whether the user is authorized to access a requested page (col 6/lines 58-col 7/lines 
13). 

It would have been obvious to one ordinary skilled in the art at the time the invention was 
made given the suggestion of Wies of the use of a proxy server for controlling Internet access 
beyond the firewall and the user of a gateway typically Internet service provider (ISP). One 
ordinary skilled would be motivated to utilize common authentication schemes for the first and 
second user accessing the Internet including the teachings of Levergood implementable on a 
gateway, proxy server or ISP to control the access to users how have paid for the access to said 
web pages. 
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Regarding claims 20-21, these system claim comprise the server operable in connection with the 
software for performing the functions discussed on claims 7-8, same rationale of rejection, is 
applicable. 

Regarding claims 83-84, these claims are substantially the same as claims 7-8, same rationale of 
rejection is applicable. 

Regarding claim 9, wherein each of the first user (14) and the second user (16) have a computing 
device (Wies: col 5/lines 60-67) having a display on which the web-page is displayed (Wies: 28 
and 30 of Fig. 1), (col 3Aines 43-46, col 6/lines 20-23, 27-46), 

the first user's computing device having a cursor control device (Wies: mouse 36, col 9/lines 
9-15) to control movement of a cursor on the first user's display (Wies: col 3/lines 46-48, col 
8/lines 8-26, 60-col 9Aine 4), and 

wherein the script code embedded within each user's web page adds interactive functionalities 
to the web page by enabling the transmission of cursor (force feedback) commands to the second 
user (Wies; col 6/lines 47-60), force feedback commands displaying one movement of the first 
user's cursor on the web page (Wies; col 7/lines 36-44). 

Regarding claim 10, including limitations discussed on claim 9, same rationale of rejection is 
applicable, claim 10, further including: 

the graphical objects "elements" of the same web-page viewed by the first user and the second 
user are assigned the attributes including position, tag and type ("identifiers), used for identifying 
the occurrence of an event or mouse movement, e.g. the particular relevant element that is the 
subject of actions e.g. "touched" by the first user (Wies: col 19/lines 48-col 21/line 19, identify 
touching relevant object pseudo-code including "elem.tagName" see col 20/line 6-col 21/line 19, or 
name of the object see col 23/lines 36-45); 

transmitting the identifier to the second user's computing device (Wies: col 4/lines 47-60, col 
14/lines 63-65, Namikata: Fig. 6a-e and step S6 on Fig. 8); the actions of the first user with respect 
to the identified elements coordinates of the web page can be communicated to the second user and 
displayed (Namikata: step S30 of Fig. 12, 18, col 9/lines 50-59). 
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Regarding claim 11, Namikata teaches a system as shown on Fig. 3, including a first user (32) 
viewing a "web" page and a second user (33 or 34) (Fig. 3), in displaying for viewing a common 
"web" page (col 2/lines 1-15, col 6/lines 16-18), said method comprising: 

providing through a network (20) the web page to each of the first and second user (col 5/lines 
4-25, col 4/lines 58-60, for displaying the page by all users, col 5/lines 39-45, 60-63), 

exchanging (transmitting/receiving) shared information among participants including "cursor 
coordinate" information from the first user (col 6/lines 62-col 7/line 12, 27-29, pointer position 
exchanged col 9/lines 4-29), for displaying cursor position on the second user (col 6/lines 3-8, 18- 
28, col 8/lines 44-67), including transmitting cursor coordinate data (col 9/lines 41-67); however 
Namikata does not teach the use of a page having added code to provide "interactive" functions 
therein; 

Wies teaches adding code by the proxy server to said requested web page to add said 
interactive functionality to the web-page (col 12/lines 12-14, 23-41). 

It would have been obvious to one ordinary skilled in the art at the time the invention was 
made given the suggestions of Namikata with respect to the implemented document 
selection/distribution and format. One ordinary skilled in the art would be motivated to combine 
the teachings of Namikata and Wies for including document created by a content provider having a 
domain name associated with the Web, wherein this document inherent already include interactive 
functionalities, can be enhanced by inserting Java or ActiveX code in web pages, either added by a 
server, proxy server, upon authoring or at the client, as taught by Wies, enabling clients and servers 
to interact with one another. 

Regarding claim 12, the cursor coordinate data is one point data (Namikata: coordinates of a 
pointer position see col 9/lines 4-11, 50-59). 

Regarding claim 13, transmitting to one of the first or the second user, an identity for the other one 
of the first or the second user (Namikata: user/computer name transmitted see col 9/lines 41-49). 

7. Claims 14-15 and 27-28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Wies 
in view of Namikata further view of U.S. 6,128,649 SMITH et. al. (Smith hereafter) 

Regarding claims 14-15, however the above mentioned prior art does not teach determining the 
session status (join or leaving) of participant and informing to other said determined status 
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Smith teaches determining as user (identity) join and leave a session and transmitting to each 
of the participants said determined status (col 18/lines 17-25). 

It would have been obvious to one ordinary skilled in the art at the time the invention was 
made given the suggestions of Wies for having users participate in a communication session where 
data is exchange there, to include Smith's teachings. Motivation would be to offer an accurate view 
of the participants at all times. 

Regarding claim 17, this claim is substantially the same as combined claims 16 and 2, same 
rationale of rejection is applicable. 

Regarding claims 18-19, these claims are substantially the same as claims 3 and 5, respectively, 
same rationale of rejection is applicable. 

Regarding claim 22, this system claim is substantially the same as claim 9, discussed above, same 
rationale of rejection is applicable. 

Regarding claim 23, this claim comprises the server and the script code further operable in 
connection with the software for performing the functions discussed on claim 10, same rationale of 
rejection is applicable. 

Regarding claim 24, this claim comprises limitations similar to those discussed on claim 1 1, same 
rationale of rejection is applicable. Further limitations include computer "server" (100 of Fig. 1 
and/ or 41 of Fig. 4) configured ("software loaded") for "operable in connection with the software" 
performing, the providing, receiving and transmitting functions discussed on claim 11, same 
rationale of rejection is applicable. 

Regarding claims 25-26, this claim is substantially the same as claims 12-13, discussed above same 
rationale of rejection is applicable. 

Regarding claims 27-28, these comprise the server being further operable in connection with 
software for performing the functions discussed on claims 14-15, same rationale of rejection is 
applicable. 
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Regarding claim 30, this computer readable medium comprising computer code for instructing one 
or more processors for performing the functions discussed on claim 2, same rationale of rejection is 
applicable. 

Regarding claim 31, this claim is the computer readable medium comprising computer code for 
instructing one or more processors for performing the functions of the method claim 11, same 
rationale of rejection is applicable 

Regarding claims 32-35, wherein the embedding comprises storing the script code on a computing 
device of the first user (Wies: col 2/lines 27-31), and downloading the script code for storage on 
the computing device (Wies: col 2/lines 6-25), storing the script code on a computing device of a 
first user prior to embedding the script code within the requested web-page (Wies: col 25/lines 24- 
42), downloading the script code for storage for execution on the computing device (Wies: col 
2/lines 6-31). 

Regarding claim 36, determining the first user's cursor position by obtaining cursor coordinate data as 
the first user causes the cursor to move over the displayed web-page (Wies: determine object that the 
mouse pointer is positioned over, e.g. position coordinates, object name, col 23/lines 30-47); and 

transmitting the cursor coordinate data over which the first user's cursor is positioned to the 
second user so that the second user can perceive the first user's cursor position on the displayed 
web page (Namikata: transmitting/receiving shared information among participants including 
"cursor coordinate" information from the first user, see col 6/lines 62-col 7/line 12, 27-29, pointer 
position exchanged col Mines 4-29), 

for displaying cursor position on the second user (Namikata: col 6/lines 3-8, 18-28, col 8/lines 
44-67), including transmitting cursor coordinate data (Namikata: col 9/lines 41-67). 

Regarding claim 37, this claim is substantially the same as claim 12, discussed above same 
rationale of rejection is applicable. 

Regarding claim 38, wherein said draw data permits the second user to perceive drawing on the 
web-page performed by the first user (Namikata: col 8/line 8-10 and col 9/line 1-3). 
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Regarding claim 39, wherein the script code further enables the first user to switch between point 
mode and draw mode (Namikata: col 8/lines 8-10, col 9/lines 1-3). 

Regarding claim 40, this claim is substantially the same as claim 9 (or 22) discussed above, same 
rationale of rejection is applicable. 

Regarding claim 41, this claim is substantially the same as claim 36, "first" and "second" user are 
here described "the user" and the "other user", same rationale of rejection is applicable. 

Regarding claims 42-44, this claim is substantially the same as claims 12 (or 37), 38 and 39, 
discussed above same rationale of rejection is applicable. 

Regarding claim 45, storing information regarding the relationship between the elements and the 
identifiers on the computing device of the first user and the second user (Wies:. 

Regarding claim 46, graphical objects "elements" identifiable by "HTML" tags provided in the 
HTML code web page file that defines the web-page and there respective name (Wies: 
"elem.tagName" see col 20/line 6-col 21/line 19, name of the object see col 23/lines 36-45, col 
1 8/lines 25-45). 

Regarding claim 47, graphical object "element" on the web-page is characterized by a frame 
"bounding shape" defined by the script code, and provides a reference point position, coordinate or 
location from which various parts of the element may be located with on the web-page (Wies: col 
20/line 6-50, and col 21/line 51-col 22/lines 8). 

Regarding claim 48, the graphical objects "element" of the web page for a hierarchical structure 
(i.e. a tree where the nodes correspond to the elements of the web page) (Wies: col 20/lines 19-50), 

each graphical object "node" has an unique identifier (Wies; col 20/line 6-col 21/line 
19, or name of the object see col 23/lines 36-45); and 

storing the graphical object nodes having a hierarchical structure "tree" in a web page 
data file on the computing device of the first user and the second user invoked by the code for 
determining the particular element that is subject of actions by the user (Wies: col 1 9/lines 48-col 
21/line 19, and col 20/line 6-col 21/line 19), and 
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comparing the cursor coordinate data with the stored structured HMTL file "tree", and 
parsing the tree to locate the graphical object element corresponding to the identifier (Wies: col 
22/lines 9-50). 

Regarding claim 49, this claim is substantially the same as claim 10, same rationale of rejection is 
applicable. 

Regarding claim 50, includes limitation discussed on claim 10, same rationale of rejection is 
applicable, further limitations include, storing each identifier to be accessible by code for 
identifying a particular element subject to a user's action (Wies: identify touching relevant object 
pseudo-code including "elem.tagName" see col 20/line 6-col 21/line 19, name of the object see col 
23/lines 36-45); 

determining the first user f s cursor position by obtaining cursor coordinate data as the 
first user causes the cursor to move over the displayed web-page (Wies: coordinates determination 
see col 21/line 51 -col 22/lines 8) 

comparing the cursor coordinate data with the stored one or more identifiers to 
determine the element over which the first user's cursor is positioned (Wies: identify "touch object" 
see col 20/lines 6-50); 

transmitting the cursor coordinate data and identifier for the element over which the 
first user's cursor is positioned to the second user's computing device (Wies: determining 
coordinate col 22/lines 19-33 and transmitting col 6/lines 27-51); and 

locating the corresponding element on the second user's web page by using the 
identifier and respective object coordinates, so that the second user can perceive the first user's 
cursor position on the displayed web-page (Namikata: step S30 of Fig. 12, 18, col 9/lines 50-59). 

Regarding claim 51, this claim is substantially the same as claim 48, same rationale of rejection is 
applicable. 

Regarding claim 52, this claim is substantially the same as claim 46, same rationale of rejection is 
applicable. 

Regarding claim 53, this claim is substantially the same as claim 50, same rationale of rejection is 
applicable. 



V* 
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Regarding claims 54-55, displaying one or more movements of one user's cursor on the web-page 
of the other user (Namikata: col 8/lines 44-67, Wies: col 3/lines 46-48, col 7/lines 36-44) by 
transmitting cursor coordinates to the other user, wherein the received cursor coordinate data is one 
of the first user's cursor position or the second user's cursor position as the one of the first user or 
the second user causes the cursor to move over the displayed web-page (Namikata: Fig. 6a-e and 
step S6 on Fig. 8, where the actions of one user are displayed to the other user, step S30 of Fig. 12, 
18, col 9/lines 50-59). 

Regarding claim 56, this claim is substantially the same as claim 38, same rationale of rejection is 
applicable 

Regarding claim 57, this claim is substantially the same as claims 10, 23 or 50 same rationale of 
rejection is applicable 

Regarding claim 58, this claim is substantially the same as claim 48, same rationale of rejection is 
applicable. 

Regarding claim 59, this claim is substantially the same as claim 46 (or 52), same rationale of 
rejection is applicable. 

Regarding claims 60-61, these claims are substantially the same as claims 33-32, same rationale of 
rejection is applicable. 

Regarding claim 62, this claim comprises the server and script code further operable in connection 
with the software to perform the functions discussed on claims 10, 23, 50 or 57, same rationale of 
rejection is applicable. 

Regarding claim 63, this claim comprises the server and the script code further operable in 
connection with the software to perform the functions discusses on claim 48, same rationale of 
rejection is applicable. 

Regarding claim 64, this claim is substantially the same as claim 46 (or 52 or 64), same rationale of 
rejection is applicable. 
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Regarding claim 65, this claim comprises limitations from claims 10, 36 and 41, same rationale of 
rejection is applicable. 

Regarding claim 66, this claim comprises the server and the script code further operable in 
connection with the software to perform the functions discussed on claim 36, same rationale of 
rejection is applicable. 

Regarding claim 67, this claim is substantially the same as claim 12, discussed above same 
rationale of rejection is applicable. 

Regarding claim 68, this claim is substantially the same as claim 38 or 43, same rationale of 
rejection is applicable. 

Regarding claim 69, this claim is substantially the same as claim 9, same rationale of rejection is 
applicable. 

Regarding claim 70, this claim is substantially the same as claim 36, same rationale of rejection is 
applicable. 

Regarding claim 71, this claim is substantially the same as claim 12, discussed above same 
rationale of rejection is applicable. 

Regarding claim 72, this claim is substantially the same as claims 38 or 43, or 68, same rationale of 
rejection is applicable. 

Regarding claims 73-74, these claims are substantially the same as claims 32-33, same rationale of 
rejection is applicable. 

Regarding claims 76-77, these claim include limitation of claim 75 and claim 2, same rationale of 
rejection is applicable. 

Regarding claims 78-79, these claims area substantially the same as claims 18 and 7, same 
rationale of rejection is applicable. 
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Regarding claim 80, this claim is substantially the same as claim 77, same rationale of rejection is 
applicable. 

Regarding claims 81-82 these claims are substantially the same as claims 4-5, same rationale of 
rejection is applicable. 

Regarding claims 85-86, these claims comprises substantially the same limitations as claims 32-33 
and 75, same rationale of rejection is applicable. 

Regarding claim 87, this claim is substantially the same as claims 9 (or 22, 40), same rationale of 
rejection is applicable. 

Regarding claim 88, this claim is substantially the same as claim 36, same rationale of rejection is 
applicable. 

Regarding claim 89, this claim is substantially the same as claim 12, discussed above same 
rationale of rejection is applicable. 

Regarding claims 90-91, these claims comprises substantially the same limitations as claims 43-44, 
same rationale of rejection is applicable. 

Regarding claim 92, this claim is substantially the same as claim 9 (or 22, 40, 87), same rationale 
of rejection is applicable. 

Regarding claim 93, this claim comprises substantially the same limitations as claim 36, same 
rationale of rejection is applicable. 

Regarding claims 94-96, these claims are substantially the same as claims 37-39, discussed above 
same rationale of rejection is applicable. 

Regarding claim 97, this claim comprises substantially the same limitations discussed on claims 10, 
23, 50, 57, or 62, same rationale of rejection is applicable. 
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Regarding 98, this claim comprises substantially the same limitations discussed on claim 48, same 
rationale of rejection is applicable. 

Regarding claim 99, this claim is substantially the same as claim 46 (or 52 or 64), same rationale of 
rejection is applicable. 

Regarding claim 100, this claim is substantially the same as claim 47, same rationale of rejection is 
applicable. 

Regarding claim 101, this claim is substantially the same as claim 48 (or 58), same rationale of 
rejection is applicable. 

Regarding claim 102, this claim is substantially the same as claim 10, same rationale of rejection is 
applicable. 

Regarding claim 103, this claim comprises substantially the same limitations discussed on claims 
10 and 50, same rationale of rejection is applicable. 

Regarding claim 104, this claim is substantially the same as claim 48 (or 58 or 101), same rationale 
of rejection is applicable. 

Regarding claim 105, this claim is substantially the same as claim 46 (or 52 or 64 or 99), same 
rationale of rejection is applicable. 

Regarding claim 106, this claim comprises the same limitation discussed on claims 10, 23, 50, 57, 
62, 97, same rationale of rejection is applicable. 

Regarding claim 109, this claim is substantially the same as claim 3, same rationale of rejection is 
applicable. 

Regarding claim 1 10, this claim is substantially the same as claims 32 and 75, same rationale of 
rejection is applicable. 
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Regarding claim 111, this claim comprises the computer readable medium comprising computer 
code for instructing one or more processors to perform the functions of the method claims 1 1 and 
75, same rationale of rejection is applicable. 

Regarding claim 1 12, this claim comprises the software being operable in connection with software 
loaded therein for performing the functions of the method claims 16 and 75, same rationale of 
rejection is applicable. 

Regarding claims 113-114, this claim is substantially the same as the combination of claims 10 and 
100, same rationale of rejection is applicable 

Regarding claims 115, 117, 119, 121 and 123 these claims comprises limitations of claims 1 and 2, 
same rationale of rejection is applicable. 

Regarding claims 116, 118, 120, 122 and 124 wherein the script code embedded within the web- 
page requested by the first user differs from the script code embedded within the web-page 
requested by the second user (Wies: col 3/lines 40-48, col 4/lines 49-59). 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner 
should be directed to Prieto, B. whose telephone number is (571) 272-3902. The Examiner can 
normally be reached on Monday-Friday from 6:00 to 3:30 p.m. If attempts to reach the examiner by 
telephone are unsuccessful, the Examiner's Supervisor, Jack B. Harvey can be reached on (571) 272- 
3896. The fax phone number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 
(703) 872-9306. Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or 
proceeding should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is (703) 305-3800/4700. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained fro the Patent Application 
Information Retrieval (PAIR) system, status information for published application may be obtained from 
either Private or Public PAIR, for unpublished application Private PAIR only (see http://pair- 
direct.uspto.gov or the Electronic Business Center at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

Any response to this action should be mailed to: 

Commissioner of Patents and Trademarks 
Washington, D.C. 2023 1 

or faxed to the Central Fax Office: 

(703) 872-9306, for Official communications and entry; 

Or Telephone: 

(703) 306-5631 for TC 2100 Customer Service Office. 
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B. Prieto 
TC2100 
Patent Examiner 



January 18, 2005 



